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What Price Resistance: Little is said about it publicly, but Government economic experts place much 
weight privately on the tremendous economic loss suffered by the Soviet Union as a result of the revolt 
in Eastern Germany, the disturbances and political troubles throughout the land of states which line 
Russia’s European frontier. These countries — particularly East Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia — 
had been producing and pouring goods (both consumers and producers goods) into the Soviet heart- 
land for some years. Not only the spectacular strikes, but the innumerable instances (we are assured 
by excellent sources) of “slow down” in the factories of these Iron Curtain countries have taken their 
toll in sharp reductions of exports to Soviet Russia. This slow-down process is still going on. 

The cancer from which the Moscow regime has suffered has been the decline in industrial produc- 
tivity. This has many causes, but principally it is the dominance of the politicians over the industrial 
experts, with consequent demoralization of the latter. This is the opinion of various students of Russian 
economy. And they can perceive — better than others — the reasons why the Malenkov-Molotov re- 
gime is afflicted with internal disorders, which increase in intensity as they develop along the edge of the 
Russian imperial area, as in East Germany. 

All this goes far towards explaining why the Big Drive (as we described it last week) is on to save 
the Soviet Union. As we have mentioned, Churchill leads this extraordinary procession, for the more 
American economic help Russia craves, the greater the commissions>which “honest broker” Churchill 
can obtain from wealthy Uncle Sam. Next in line is the powerful ist network, as usual swinging 
behind itself the more powerful forces of collectivism of all so ( also explains why the drive 
to destroy McCarthy has been so frantically stepped up. For McCasthy’s 4gelations — note his charges 
this week of British contraband trade in China — might politically hapfper if not block this campaign 
to save the Soviet Union.) 








The final, the ultimate and underlying reason why the true picture of Russia’s economic productivity 
is not being presented is interesting. Indeed, one of the marvels of these hot days is the reverse 
picture being officially given out: that Russia’s economic power is growing, not declining. One of 
the laughs of the last weekend was in the juxtaposition of two news stories: (1) from Eddy Gilmore, 
A.P. correspondent in. Moscow for many years, now returned to the West and proclaiming that Russia 
is “under stress and strain”; and (2) stories from the State Department claiming that Russian economic 
strength is increasing. 

Those who are behind the scenes here. say that the latter claim is supported by a “phony national 
estimate” which is based on distorted statistics. Why is this picture distorted? Because Administration 
leaders fear that the American people will become “lax” if this truth is told and will not support the big 
requests for appropriations for “foreign aid” which are now up for crucial votes on Capitol Hill. 


McCarthyism: A lot of people in this torrid town have been rubbing their eyes and remain a bit 
aghast at the latest “capers” (to use a “whodunit” term) of the anti-McCarthy dervishes. In the first 
place, many have had the time to peruse Mr. J. B. Matthews’ famous piece in the American Mercury and 
have discovered that he did not attack Protestantism itself, or Protestants in general, or the Protestant 
clergy as a whole — as the anti-McCarthyites have sought to give the impression. Matthews specifically 
exempted the vast majority of Protestants, churches and clergy and pointed out — what had often been 
noted before by many Protestants — that a small minority (Matthews estimated 3 per cent). of the Prot- 
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estant clergy had been Communists, fellow-travellers or dupes. Thus, the anti-McCarthyites successfully 
smeared Matthews and caused him to resign from his job — without a hearing, be it noted. Today, the 
House Un-American Activities Committee promised to give Matthews a hearing later, and no one here 
doubts that he will be able to document the charges he made. 


But how was the smear — that Matthews libelled the whole Protestant clergy — “put over”? Mr, 
Joseph Alsop, a columnist as close to the White House today as he was close to Roosevelt and Truman, 
wrote a piece on July 13, claiming that some of President Eisenhower’s aides cleverly inspired the dis. 
patch of an anti-McCarthy telegram, censuring McCarthy, by the three clergymen, who composed the 
Board of the National Conference of Christians and Jews. This wire sent to Eisenhower referred to a 
“sweeping attack on the loyalty of Protestant clergymen” and the President in his public reply to the 
wire referred to a condemnation of “a vast portion of the churches and clergy” — which is just the oppo- 


site of what Matthews said. There have been no persuasive denials from the White House of this pic- 
ture as given by Mr. Alsop. 


If the Alsop story is absolutely true, then — say many here — it is up to the three clergymen of the 
National Conference of Christians and Jews — one Protestant, one a Jew, one a Roman Catholic — to 
correct their statement in their wire and to disassociate themselves from the sordid political trick which 
drew them into such a communication. And it is up to the President to correct and clarify the meaning 
of his words in reply to the clergymen. 


For the real victim of this extraordinary affair has not been Senator McCarthy (whose polemical 
talents have sent him further ahead) or even poor Mr. J. B. Matthews, who will undoubtedly clear him. 
self. The real victim has been the good name of the Protestant clergy itself — widely slandered, not 


by McCarthy or Matthews, but by political schemers in Washington who — as the police say — “pulled 
a caper”. 


Not Merely Gossip: When the ailing Senator Taft first entered the New York hospital a month ago 
where he has been undergoing treatment, he was surprised to receive a message, via the hospital operator, 
that Governor Thomas E. Dewey would like to call on him. Feeling ill and tired, Taft sent word asking 
that Dewey phone the next day. Again, the following day, came another request and Taft, still indis- 
posed, was about to ask the operator to call Albany and express his regrets. To his surprise, he dis- 
covered that Dewey was calling from “downstairs” in the hospital. Accordingly, he asked the Governor 


to come up to his room. Dewey and Taft then had a very cordial chat. Dewey’s visit to Taft was later 
announced in the press. 


Those who have noted the incident believe it is significant of Dewey’s intention to run for President 
in 1956. Either he believes that Ike will retire — so the speculation goes — or he thinks he can take 
over the leadership of the GOP, if Ike’s popularity wanes. Meanwhile, the Governor would like to try 
to “sweeten” relations with Taft and the Taft wing of the Party. 


@ Last week, the Soviets angrily charged that we had dropped subversive leaflets from our air- 
planes on Red airfields in East Germany. Officials here are puzzled, do not believe that any of our 
planes have been permitted to make such flights. But it is believed that psychological warfare units have 
been sending eastward balloons to which are attached bundles of anti-Soviet propaganda. This is an in- 
dication that some measures to encourage the Eastern Europe revolt are being taken. 


Probe of Foundations: A real investigation of left-wing penetration of tax-free foundations seemed 
likely this week after approval by the Rules Committee of a House of Representatives measure along 
these lines. The Representative behind this proposal is Carroll Reece (R., Tenn.) former National 
Chairman of the Republican Party and long time Taft adherent. 

Reece points out that a similar probe was held under the last Democratic Congress, but that it 
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turned out to be “too soft”. This is a rather gentle description compared with others which termed it 
a “whitewash”. The fact is that its chairman, Eugene Cox (D., Ga.) was ill during its work and died 
before the probe was wound up, while the group’s counsel proved timid and inexperienced. It is hoped 
that the Reece body will prove quite different and far more aggressive. The Tennessee Republican wants 
to go thoroughly into such institutions as the Rockefeller, Ford, Guggenheim and Carnegie Foundations. 
Reece talks of a looming campaign among the Foundations to “discredit and challenge the investigative 
process of Congress in its efforts to ferret out subversive activities”. Judging by the jittery reactions from 
left-wing circles, Reece must be on the right track. 


The Soviet Disunion: Dr. Dobriansky (whose piece we run in another part of this week’s issue) testi- 
fied before a Congressional hearing last week and raised the question of minority populations in Soviet 
Russia. The Georgetown Professor accused Mr. George D. Kennan, State Department authority on Russia 
under Truman, of making the mistake of considering the Soviet Union as an integrated state instead of a 
group of several different nations, in which the majority of the population is not Russian. Dobriansky 
says the State Department, influenced by Kennan’s ideas, failed to realize the power of “non-Russian na- 
tionalism, hostility and resistance to the Soviet Union”. 


The Georgetown scholar urged adoption of a resolution introduced by Representative Lawrence 
Smith (R., Wis.) for extension of U.S. diplomatic relations with the Ukraine and Byelorussia. Dobrian- 
sky says the Smith measure is a “medium of the American peace offensive against the Soviet peace de- 
fense”, aimed at penetrating the “steel curtains” surrounding the Ukraine and Byelorussia and “at mak- 
ing contact with those two most restive and strategic areas in the Soviet empire”. Dobriansky recalled 
that we were “pitifully asleep” when the East German outbreak occurred and he called on the U.S. to 
prepare for unrest and dissension throughout the entire Soviet Russian empire. 


Gold: An effort to undo the repudiation of gold by Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1934 has been set in 
motion by Senator Styles Bridges of New Hampshire, who last week introduced “The Gold Redemption 
Act of 1954”. The date is interesting. It underlines the purpose of the bill, which is, as the Senator 
says in his news release, to institute “committee hearings on the measure to bring all the facts before the 
public and to pave the way for a return to the gold standard when the proper time for such action 
arrives”. In short, it is an exploratory bill. 


Twenty years of unlimited “counterfeiting” — which is what gold repudiation introduced — is very 
dificult to stop; our economy is adjusted to the process of gradual and constant inflation, and to stop 
the whittling away of the value of the dollar would be jarring. Just as stopping the use of narcotics 
plays havoc with the addict, so an economy based on inflation is likely to be upset by the restoration of 
a sound dollar, even though the ultimate results must be salutary. Senator Bridges, calling upon the 
promise of the Republican 1952 platform “to restore sound money freely convertible into gold coin” 
in support of his bill, recognized the difficulties involved in immediate restoration, and seems to be urg- 
ing his bill as a “softening up” measure. 


What makes restoration difficult, as the Senator hints in his release, is the habit of deficit financing 
which the government has acquired during the past twenty years. Can the government learn to live 
within its income? That is what convertibility will compel it to do. 


Revolts in the West: So long as the “local level” is on the alert, the task of those who would use 
our educational system to promote socialism will not be easy. Two recent instances of such resistance 
are in the news. 


The “Indiana PTA Members Study Group on Federal Aid to Education” is campaigning against the 
latest attempt to edge the Federal Government further into the schools. Its attack is on the “Hill Amend- 
ment”. This amendment to the House Tidelands Oil Bill, introduced by Senator Lister D. Hill of Ala- 





bama, provides that all Federal revenues from mineral rights shall be used for educational purposes, 
including “aid to general education”. A joint Senate-House committee will meet shortly to consider the 
bill. The broadside of the Indiana group urges that the proposed amendment be opposed, on the ground 
that “Federal subsidy inevitably leads to Federal control”, and points out that the Indiana Assembly has 
memorialized Congress to act against Federal aid programs. 


Another instance of local jealousy of its school system is reported in the New York Times of last 
Sunday. The Los Angeles school board, reversing an earlier decision, rejected an offer from the Ford 
Foundation of $335,000, to finance “a program of emergency teacher training”. The Times describes the 
opposition as a “vociferous minority” of “ultra conservatives”. The two members of the board who led 
the movement for rejection were Mrs. Edith K. Stafford, a former teacher and a mother, and Mrs. Ruth 
D. Cole, active in the parent-teacher association. The point they used to effect rejection of the offer was 
that “sole discretion” over its administration would be in the hands of Dr. A. J. Stoddard, superintendent 
of schools. Dr. Stoddard is known as a strong proponent of “progressive” education and an active ad- 
vocate of UNESCO, which in the minds of many is synonymous with leftism. Officials of the Ford 
Foundation have publicly, and financially, put their blessings on UNESCO, and that fact made their 
offer of a grant suspect. With the support of the Los Angeles Evening Herald and Express, the two 
ladies spearheaded a successful movement for rejection of the grant. 


Richberg: QObiter dicta from a speech delivered by Donald R. Richberg, Professor of Law, to the Uni- 
versity of Virginia Institute of Public Affairs on July 10: 


“The purpose of this forum, as I understand it, is not to conduct a ‘witch hunt’ nor to indulge in the 
doltish pleasure of denouncing ‘witch hunts’. The last notable witch hunter in America, Cotton Mather, 
died in 1728, repentant of his earlier follies. Since that time ‘witch hunting’ has been only a malediction 
hurled at public investigators by people who do not like to be investigated. 


“There may be historical significance in the fact that Cotton Mather was defeated as a candidate 
for the Presidency of Harvard and that he was invited to become President of Yale, but declined. Both 
institutions have since become so allergic to ‘witch hunting’ that recently even reports of imaginary ‘witch 
hunts’ have produced epidemics of ruddy rash in Cambridge and New Haven. . . . There are Congres- 
sional investigations and inquiries which extend into violations of rights of privacy, and sometimes be- 
come persecutions of individuals, to which I am strongly opposed. Speaking to you as a lawyer who 
fought such abuses of power by the Buchanan Committee all the way to the Supreme Court, where the Com- 
mittee actions were unanimously condemned on March 9, 1953, let me assure you that I never denounced 
the persecution of my client as a ‘witch hunt’. I am deeply suspicious of the good faith or intelligence, 


or both, of those who try to argue a serious issue with anathemas and name-calling, such as ‘witch hunts’ 
or ‘McCarthysim’. . . . 


“It is one of the ironies of the hour that some of the most violent protests against political investi- 
gations of educators have come from those who, even though entirely loyal to their country and its free 
institutions, have played a strong part in advancing social and political policies which, if widely adopted, 
would soon make the political control of education far-reaching and disastrous. Although political at- 
tacks upon educators have evil consequences, this ill wind may blow some good if the vast majority of 
American educators are thereby persuaded that they do not want the educational, or business, or social 


organizations of the American people subjected to political controls and made to conform to political 
moralities.” 
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“HINDSIGHT” 

By GEORGE MORGENSTERN 

last 
Ford 
3 ie N THE EIGHTH anniversary of the death of Franklin Roosevelt recently, the idolators 
0 led held a double-headed memorial service, one group of the faithful attending at Hyde 
R wk ba gee! 
ia Park and another at Warm Springs. Mr. William D. Hassett, a former Presidential secre- 


ndent — tary, was charged with intoning the requiem at the Georgia rite. Like a late coming 
e ad- 


Ford 
their | the embarrassing obstacles of the war-time conferences. He dealt with this impediment 


lodge brother stumbling over a familiar chair, Mr. Hassett found himself confronted by 


> two F in a now familiar way. Referring to the criticism of Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Truman for 
their generous accommodation of Stalin, Mr. Hassett said: 

Uni- “Hindsight gives the armchair strategist a great advantage. . . . It is easy and idle 
to say that the Yalta and Potsdam agreements should not have been negotiated. After all 


is, — to keep the record straight — it must be remembered that it is the violation of those 
ther, 


ction agreements by Stalin and his fellow barbarians which has brought the world to its pres- 


ent misery.” 
idate The “hindsight” thesis merits examination, for, lame.as it is, it is the only justification 
Both that the New Dealers have been able to offer for the sorry world mess which is their only 





— enduring bequest to the nation. The testimony of leaders of the war party at the Con- 
» tes gressional investigation into Pearl Harbor is replete with references to “‘hindsight”. Five 
who New Deal secretaries of state — Hull, Stettinius, Byrnes, Marshall and Acheson — have 
Com- had frequent resort to the term. It is standard in the lexicon of New Deal members of 
mE, Congress and other apologists. 
unts’ But this very refuge in the word “hindsight” is a confession that something went 
wrong — that, judged by the terminal result, decisions did not attain the intended end. 
vesti- “Hindsight” is the admission that the steersmen. piloted the ship and themselves stern 
free foremost. 
mr Of course, the New Deal apologists, like old grads replaying an historic football 
ry of game that was lost, want to start at the point where disaster overtook the home club in 
ocial the fourth quarter. They ignore the fact that disasters are not sudden, but cumulative. 


tical They ignore the fact that there would have been no Tehran, no Yalta, no Potsdam, no cold 


war, no Korea if a war decision had not been taken some time between 1937 and 1941. 
They never discuss the fact that there would have been no war decision if there had not 


been a war psychosis in Roosevelt’s White House circle, 
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This psychosis had been appropriately described — no doubt through “hindsight” — 
by a distinguished American almost a century earlier. The war with Mexico had been 
in progress a year and eight months when, on January 12, 1848, Abraham Lincoln dis. 
cussed President Polk’s course in an address to the House of Representatives. 

In the course of his speech, Lincoln charged that Polk ‘“‘ordered General Taylor into 
the midst of a peaceful Mexican settlement, purposely to bring on a war; that originally 
having some strong motive — what I will not stop now to give my opinion concerning — 
to involve the two countries in a war, and trusting to escape scrutiny by fixing the public 
gaze upon the exceeding brightness of military glory — that attractive rainbow that rises 
in showers of blood — that serpent’s eye that charms to destroy — he plunged into it, and 
has swept on and on, till, disappointed in his calculation of the ease with which Mexico 


might be subdued, he now finds himself he knows not where.” 


> aes ACQUAINTED WITH THE methods by which American intervention was procured 
in World War II and in the Korean war, and with the results of these professed cru- 
sades which so sadly miscarried, may take note of certain prophetic terms in Lincoln’s 


utterance. 


Lincoln said that President Polk acted “purposely to bring on a war’; vide Roose- 
velt’s undeclared war against Germany in the Atlantic, his economic strangulation and 
“tough” diplomacy in reference to Japan, his itch for an “‘overt act”. Compare, also, Tru- 
man’s resort to war in Korea without Constitutional decision by Congress and his fla- 
grant violation of Public Law 264 in committing American forces to a United Nations 
military action. 

Again, Lincoln referred to the President as “trusting to escape scrutiny by fixing the 
public gaze elsewhere”; vide the swamp tonic promises of the “four freedoms’, the At- 
lantic charter, and the UN, as well as the unrestrained denunciation of the distant villain 
while the Constitution was being ravished in stage center. 

Lincoln spoke also of the delusions of ‘military glory, a rainbow rising in blood, 
a serpent’s eye charming to destroy’; vide the monstrous American casualties of World 
War II and Korea, the military victory without commensurate national advantage in the 
one and the failure even to attain military victory in the other, the mortgaging of the na- 
tional future, the helping hand that raised Communist Russia in World War II to mastery 
over 850 million people and rendered the Soviet Union a menace to the continuance of 
civilization, the transformation of the United States into a military managerial state in 


the last 12 years. 




















Finally, Lincoln said of the President’s military adventure that “he now finds himself 
he knows not where”. Where did Roosevelt find himself by the time he reached the 
Crimea? Truman by the time he came to Potsdam? Truman and Eisenhower when they 
were confronted by the ugly fact of Korea? ; 


OMING DOWN TO 1940-41, when Roosevelt’s decision for war was evident to even the 
blindest, there was no lack of warning that this intended adventure was subject to 
hazards far greater than those Roosevelt dreamed up to justify his determination. Those 
who want a compendium of sanity in those irrational days may refer to a curious prop- 
aganda exercise, entitled The Illustrious Dunderheads, edited by Rex Stout, one-time editor 
of the Communist New Masses, illustrated by the Communist William Gropper (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1942). This is a digest of the utterances and votes of anti-war 
members of Congress. 

Elsewhere it may be discovered that distinguished churchmen were not wanting in 
ability to keep their heads amidst the mounting roar of organized war propaganda. 
Among the most sensible and outspoken were the late Cardinals Curley and O’Connell, 
Archbishop Beckman of Dubuque and the Rev. Dr. Charles Clayton Morrison, then editor 
of the Christian Century. 

The late Clifford S. Raymond of the Chicago Tribune displayed a discernment un- 
matched among his contemporaries. In an editorial of July 30, 1941, “If Russia Wins”, 
he discussed the Hitler-Stalin war as a contest of two systems “‘created of fury and error”. 
No one, the editorial warned, “should indulge in any dreamy speculation of the deliver- 
ance of Europe under the protection of the great liberal powers if Stalin is the controller 
of new forces dominating the continent. His perfidies equal Hitler’s and his ruthlessness 
is not less. The Communist recognizes in Great Britain and the United States, two enemies, 
different in type from the Nazi foe, but fully as hostile and less akin to him in thought 
and purpose than his German neighbor. . . . The Red ally of today might be the Red terror 
of tomorrow.” 

By the time Truman enunciated his “containment” doctrine with reference to Greece 
and Turkey in 1947, this would have been considered an inspired analysis. In 1941 it was 
undoubtedly dismissed with the familiar lie that it was pro-Nazi propaganda. Yet many 
years later the British military expert, Maj. Gen. J. F. C. Fuller, would write: 

“We Europeans are a truculent congeries of nations who have been fighting each 
other for upward of 2,000 years, and we dislike outside interference. In 1917... . had 
you not stepped in, we should have been forced to come to terms between ourselves .... 
by a negotiated peace that could not have been worse than the one established. Again 
in the last war... . you got entangled in the European brawl . . . . But for lend-lease the 
war could not have continued for long. Again there would have been a negotiated peace, 
which could not have been as bad as the present so-called one.” 































S° WE ARE BACK TO “hindsight” once more. Roosevelt, bent on war, had the weapon 
of lend-lease. In June, 1941, Harry S. Truman cynically suggested that lend-lease 
be extended alternately to Germany and Russia, whichever side momentarily seemed to 
be failing, in order to keep them in their war until they had clawed each other into im. 
potence. But having, by his lights, chosen to throw in his lot with Communism, Roose- 
velt could at least have driven a hard bargain in Stalin’s days of desperation, eliciting the 
pledge there and then that Russia, when saved by lend-lease, would withdraw within her 
borders. 


It is the hindsight fashion to say nowadays that no Soviet undertaking is worth the 
paper on which it is written, but a promise exacted in writing at this early stage, when 
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America had at least the fiction of nonbelligerency as an earnest of her disinterested posi- a 
tion, would surely have been of greater moral value than the contention at a much later §} and t 
date that Russia had “violated” the sorry dispositions made at Yalta. But General Deane, by int 
the American military attache in Moscow, was astonished at how Harry Hopkins and i 
Averell Harriman fell all over themselves to promise Stalin unlimited military assistance li 
with no strings attached. admis 


There was yet another chance to catch the bus, and that was to have accepted the | UNC 
struggling Japanese in their offer of peace even before Roosevelt went to Yalta. It is re- fully 
ported on good authority that Roosevelt, two days before he left for the Crimea, was in : 
possession of a report from General MacArthur that Japan would surrender on virtually om 
the identical terms which ended the war six months later. Had that happened, a na- J ture , 
tionalist China, friendly and allied with the United States, would have been left intact, re- | Sovie 


lieved of the vitiating sacrifices squeezed from her without her knowledge by Roosevelt at 





Yalta in return for unnecessary Soviet participation during the last six days of a war that Davic 
lasted 1,347. am 
term. 

Passing over all of these possibilities, which were muffed by stupidity or design, the ] react 

fact remains that it was never necessary for an American President to have made the ausp! 
calamitous series of concessions, beginning with Tehran, which fused the bomb of Red ] pg}; 
world menace. | whicl 


No statesman with a sense of duty to his own country voluntarily ‘‘gambles” from COP 
a position of paramount strength. Roosevelt had every predominant resource of power at ia 
his command then and soon was to have the ultimate weapon of that day — the atomic talke 
bomb. He cast aside every convincer he possessed and dealt his adversary five aces. He 30 s 
discarded the Atlantic charter in principle and in detail, and, with it, any vestige of moral 
purpose supposed to justify his war. Whom the gods would destroy they first make mad. a 
Roosevelt’s legacy to his countrymen was a desperate and insane world. If America goes a 
under, it will not take “hindsight” to explain why it happened. Our 
Popt 
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